
 
​ FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 
​ OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING 
​ ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND 
 
 
APPLICANT:  Douglas Schrodel​ ASSESSMENT DISTRICT:  1 
 
CASE NUMBER:  2025-0165-V​ COUNCIL DISTRICT: 7 
 
HEARING DATE:  October 30, 2025​ PREPARED BY:  David Russell 
​ Planner  
 
REQUEST 
 
The applicant is seeking a variance to allow a new dwelling and associated facilities with less 
setbacks than required and with disturbance to slopes of 15% or greater on property located at 
327 Arbutus Drive, in Edgewater.  
    
LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SITE 
 
The subject property is located approximately 600 feet northwest of the intersection of Arbutus 
Drive and Beach Drive, within the Glebe Heights neighborhood (Lot 236, Parcel 134, Grid 20, 
Tax Map 56). This 4,000 square foot, non-waterfront property is unimproved and rectangular in 
shape. The property is zoned R2 – Residential and located entirely within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area, designated as a Limited Development Area (LDA), and impacted by steep slopes.  
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes the construction of a dwelling, with disturbance to steep slopes. The 
proposed development includes a 2-story dwelling, with a 1,040 square foot footprint, a 10’ x 6’ 
patio, 3’ retaining wall, and 18’ x 18’ parking pad. The total amount of proposed impervious lot 
coverage is 1,500 square feet.   
 
REQUESTED VARIANCES1 

 
§ 17-8-201 of the Anne Arundel County Code states that development in the limited 
development area (LDA) or in the resource conservation area (RCA) may not occur within 
slopes of 15% or greater unless development will facilitate stabilization of the slope; is to allow 
connection to a public utility; or is to provide direct access to the shoreline. All disturbance shall 
be limited to the minimum necessary. The proposed development will disturb slopes of 15% or 
greater, outside of the above referenced allowable conditions, necessitating a variance to this 
section.  
 
FINDINGS 
 
The property is approximately 4,000 square feet, well below the required R2 minimum lot size of 
10,000 square feet (when served by public sewer). At approximately 40 feet wide, the property is 
30 feet narrower than the required 70 foot minimum. Although substantially undersized for the 
 

 

1This case was originally advertised to include a variance to zoning setbacks. After further review, this office has 
determined that a setback variance is not required for the proposed development.  
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R2 zoning district, the property is comparable in size to nearby lots. 
 
Agency Comments 
 
The Health Department has reviewed the variance request, including reduced setbacks and 
buffers, increased lot coverage, and disturbance of slopes greater than 15%. The Department  
also reviewed the property’s well water supply system and determined that the request will not 
adversely affect the well water supply and has no objection. 
 
If you have further questions or comments, please contact Brian Chew at 410-222-7413. 

The Inspections and Permits Department reviewed the variance request and provided the 
following comments.  

1.​ We defer to the Department of Health for a reduced setback of a proposed water well from a 
property line. 

2.​ A Proposed tree line is missing from the plans. 
3.​ From the Pre-File Review: Per Geocortex it appears a lateral for the pressure sewer may 

already be existing. This must be located prior to the formal Variance application being 
made, as it will affect the proposed locations of the Public Utility Easement and associated 
proposed Mayo Tank, driveway, and house. There may be a conflict with the existing public 
storm drain inlet. Variance Review: A point-by-point response was not submitted so it is 
unknown if an existing sewer pressure lateral was searched for and/or located, as it is not 
shown on the current plan. 

4.​ From the Pre-File: The existing public inlet in the front yard appears to be removed or 
turned off. What is to become of it? Note, no other utilities will be allowed in the sewer 
utility easement without the Department of Public Works’ written authorization per 
II.E.1.a.6) on page VII-9 of 40 of the DPW Design Manual, Chapter VII Sanitary Sewers. A 
modification may be required as part of the written authorization. Variance Review: A 
point-by-point response was not submitted so it is unknown if an existing inlet was searched 
for and/or located, as it is not shown on the current plan. 

5.​ A portion of the neighbor’s retaining wall is on this property. Show and label the existing 
easement. If there is no easement, what is to be done? 

6.​ From the Pre-File: Can a portion of this retaining wall be removed to grade the property 
without damaging the adjacent property? What is the legal situation associated with the 
neighbor’s wall on this property, assuming it is supporting the neighbor’s house, driveway, 
etc. and assuming it has most likely been in-place for years? Variance Review: A 
point-by-point response was not submitted so the comment remains. Since this is not clear, 
the proposed plan may not be viable and additional variance may need to be sought. 

7.​ The development may be detrimental to the Public Health as a house is proposed at the 
bottom of a riprap channel upstream of the only inlet on this side of the street in this area. 

8.​ The development may impair the appropriate use or development of the surrounding 
properties and the development of this lot if a house is placed at the bottom of a riprap 
channel upstream of the only inlet on this side of the street in the area. 

9.​ Feasibility of the development must be determined considering the terrain, environmental 
factors, physical characteristics of the prevalent soil strata and its ability to suitably treat the 
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proposed storm water runoff and surface groundwater conditions. The swm practice 
locations and existing overland flow (riprap channel) should not require any additional 
regulatory permitting. The proposed development must be compatible with the surrounding 
community and consider downstream properties in design. 

10.​Stable conveyance of all runoff/stormwater (upstream and on this lot and applied rain barrel 
effluent) and maintenance of natural flow patterns must be demonstrated. 

11.​Ensure the proposed improvement including runoff, seepage, and slope saturation does not 
adversely impact the integrity of the slope and potential impact of slope failure and 
negatively affect the proposed home and/or adjacent homes. 

12.​The applicant should evaluate and implement site planning alternatives in accordance with 
18-16-201. 

13.​Identify the site outfall to review the site plan and provide feedback regarding potential 
impact. 

14.​All storm drain/stormwater conveyance systems shall be designed so that no building or 
habitable structure, either proposed or existing, is flooded or has water impounded against it 
during the 100-year storm event. 

15.​Evaluate and report on the site to ensure any existing or possible proposed downstream 
flooding and flooding on the proposed development including nuisance flooding issues will 
be exacerbated by the proposed development. 

16.​Design professionals should review site runoff and potential (negative, adverse) impacts to 
neighboring properties, due to changed grades/elevation/flow paths on a proposed project. 

17.​An existing riprap channel is on the property. Show and label the existing easement. If there 
is no easement, what is to be done? Address at Grading Permit. 

18.​Note where the topo is from, month, year, and firm. Note if field-run, aerial or County. If 
County, note what year it is from. Note, the most current County topo is from 2023. Address 
at Grading Permit 

19.​A Right-To-Discharge may be required at Grading Permit. 
20.​No portion of the walls/retaining walls are permitted within a Public Utility Easement. If the 

wall or its foundation/footer along the driveway is in the PUE, it must be removed. Address 
at Grading Permit. 

21.​Provide a qualified professional review of the condition of suitability of steep slopes; ensure 
the proposed improvement including quality and other limits do not adversely impact the 
intensity of the slope and can cause slope failure. Address at Grading Permit. 

22.​Provide soil boring(s) and show any seasonally high-water table elevation(s) since a 
basement is proposed. If the water table is encountered and is higher than the proposed 
basement floor elevation, it might be intercepted by the basement, creating issues for the 
homeowner, public safety and other safety impacts. A Qualified Professional will also be 
required to perform a feasibility of the basement and present potential mitigation options to 
address the issue. Address at Grading Permit. 

23.​Building permit(s) are required for the retaining wall(s). 
24.​The above is provided as a courtesy review as information for review and consideration 

comments for this variance application. Additional comments will be generated at the 
Permit stages. 
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25.​The above comments not addressed for this variance hearing/at the hearing and/or pushed to 

the Grading Permit must be addressed in a point-by-point response letter with the 
initial/next submittal of the grading permit. 

The Critical Area Team provided the following comments: 

The request has been revised since the pre-file submission and complies with the lot coverage 
requirements. We offer no objection to the request to disturb steep slopes provided the applicant 
can demonstrate that the disturbance has been minimized. Mitigation will be addressed with the 
applicable permits. 

The Critical Area Commission commented the following: 

The applicant is requesting to develop a 4,000 square-foot, vested lot located within the Critical 
Area Limited Development Area with 1,500 square feet of lot coverage. The development will 
result in the clearing of 3,640 square feet of vegetation to accommodate the house and associated 
features. Our office notes that the applicants are proposing the maximum amount of lot coverage 
permitted on a grandfathered lot of this size, and that this office would oppose any future 
variance request to exceed allowable lot coverage. The Administrative Hearing Office must find 
that each and every one of the Critical Area Variance Standards have been met, including that 
this proposal meets unwarranted hardship and that it would not adversely affect water quality and 
wildlife or plant habitat. If the AHO finds that each and every one of the standards have been 
addressed, then appropriate mitigation is required. 

Variance Criteria 
 
To be granted a variance it must be found that because of unique physical conditions, such as 
irregularity, narrowness or shallowness of lot size and shape or exceptional topographical 
conditions peculiar to and inherent in the particular lot, there is no reasonable possibility of 
developing the lot in strict conformance with this article; or, because of exceptional 
circumstances other than financial considerations, the grant of a variance is necessary to avoid 
practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship and to enable the applicant to develop the lot.  
 
The property is substantially narrower and significantly smaller than the minimum lot size 
required in the R2 zoning district. Development of the site is constrained by its narrowness and 
limited area, making compliance with the Code difficult without variances. The proposed 
dwelling and associated features have been designed to utilize the maximum amount of 
allowable Critical Area lot coverage, leaving no available lot coverage for any potential 
accessory structures. As a result, future variance requests for added Critical Area lot coverage 
will not be supported.   

The Critical Area team has determined that the proposed steep slope disturbance will not 
negatively impact the property or surrounding properties. Within this community, the residential 
development of excessively narrow and undersized lots is common. Directly across the street 
from the subject property, less than 40 feet away, are 3 residentially developed lots. These lots 
have an approximate width of 40 feet, matching the subject property. Although they are slightly 
larger in area (between 6,000 and 7,000 square feet), they remain significantly undersized for the 
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R2 zoning district. Of the three properties, two received variances for steep slope disturbance 
(2022-0005-V and 2018-0078-V), and one of those two also received a setback variance 
(2018-0078-V). The proposed development aligns with existing development in the immediate 
vicinity.  

Based on these factors, the request can be considered the minimum necessary to afford relief. As 
such, the granting of the variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or 
district in which the lot is located, would not substantially impair the appropriate use or 
development of adjacent property. However, based on comments from the Department of 
Inspections and Permits the development may be detrimental to the public health as proposed the 
house is at the bottom of a riprap channel upstream of the only inlet on this side of the street in 
this area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based upon the standards set forth in § 18-16-305 of the Code under which a variance may be 
granted, this Office recommends conditional approval of the requested variance to § 17-8-201 to 
allow the disturbance of slopes of 15% or greater in an LDA designated area, under the condition 
that the Department of Inspections and Permits comments are adequately addressed and the 
Department of Inspections and Permits deems the proposed development to no longer be 
‘detrimental to public health’.   
 
 
 
DISCLAIMER: This recommendation does not constitute a building permit.  In order for the applicant(s) to 
construct the structure(s) as proposed, the applicant(s) shall apply for and obtain the necessary building permits and 
obtain any other approvals required to perform the work described herein.  This includes but is not limited to 
verifying the legal status of the lot, resolving adequacy of public facilities, and demonstrating compliance with 
environmental site design criteria. 
 
 
 

 

https://aaco-prod-av.accela.com/portlets/appspecinfo/appSpecInfoForm.do?mode=view&fromTab=Y&module=Planning&serviceProviderCode=AACO&ID1=25CAP&ID2=00000&ID3=00MWW&fromTreeGrid=Y




 
 

March 22, 2025 
 
Ms. Sterling Seay 
Anne Arundel County 
Office of Planning and Zoning 
2664 Riva Road 
Annapolis MD 21401 
 
      Re: Glebe Heights 
                                                                               Lot 236 
                                                                               T.M. 56  B. 20   P. 134 
 
Dear Ms. Seay,  
 
 Please accept this as our formal variance request to Article 17-8-201 of the Anne 
Arundel County Code, for property located at 327 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater, MD 
21037, zoned R2 – Residential District and located in the Limited Development Area 
(LDA) of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. 
This request seeks to: 

1. Permit disturbance of slopes 15% or greater, as regulated under Article 17-8-
201. 

 
            We are requesting this variance to allow for a house to be built on an existing 
platted lot. The proposed house will be 2 stories with a mostly exposed basement and 
28’+/- tall. The house will be 26' wide by 40' deep (1,040 sf footprint). The house will sit 
back 25' from the North lot line (front), 35' from the South lot line (rear), 7' from the 
West lot line (side) and 7' from the East lot line (side).  
 
Explanation as required by Article 18, Section 16-305(b) 
 The topographical conditions of this lot cause implementation of the County's 
critical area program to cause unwarranted hardship on the property as the entire area 
within the building restriction lines is steep slopes. Literal interpretation of COMAR, 
Title 27, Criteria for Local Critical Area Program Development or the County's critical 
area program and related ordinances will deprive the applicant of rights commonly 
enjoyed by other properties in similar areas and will not confer special privilege onto the 
applicant as adjacent houses are also built within these steep slopes. These variance 
requests are not results of actions by the applicant and there has been no commencement 
of development before this application for a variance was filed and does not have any 
bearing or connection to building on neighboring properties. The granting of this variance 
will not adversely affect water quality and fish as the flow characteristics of the site 
remain unchanged in the proposed condition as ESDv for the site has been provided.  
 



Explanation as required by Article 18, Section 16-305(c) 
 We believe the granting of this variance is warranted because the requested 
variance is the minimal necessary to afford relief based upon the unique physical 
conditions such as the topography. As previously noted, the entire building envelope of 
this lot is encumbered by steep slopes. The granting of this variance will not alter the 
character of the neighborhood as the proposed house is typical of development in the 
area. This variance will not impair the appropriate use or development of the surrounding 
property as it will not deny access or the possibility to build on neighboring lots. The 
granting of this variance will not be detrimental to the welfare of the public. Mitigation 
planting will be provided to ensure no net loss of forest cover or habitat value. 
 
 If you have any questions or need any additional information please feel free to 
contact me at your convenience. 
 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
                         Michael J. Werner, P.E. 



A
N

N
E

 A
R

U
N

D
E

L 
C

O
U

N
T

Y
 C

IR
C

U
IT

 C
O

U
R

T
 (

La
nd

 R
ec

or
ds

) 
R

P
D

 2
32

63
, p

. 0
50

0,
 M

S
A

_C
E

59
_2

36
07

. D
at

e 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

03
/1

4/
20

11
. P

rin
te

d 
07

/1
0/

20
25

.



A
N

N
E

 A
R

U
N

D
E

L 
C

O
U

N
T

Y
 C

IR
C

U
IT

 C
O

U
R

T
 (

La
nd

 R
ec

or
ds

) 
R

P
D

 2
32

63
, p

. 0
50

1,
 M

S
A

_C
E

59
_2

36
07

. D
at

e 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

03
/1

4/
20

11
. P

rin
te

d 
07

/1
0/

20
25

.



A
N

N
E

 A
R

U
N

D
E

L 
C

O
U

N
T

Y
 C

IR
C

U
IT

 C
O

U
R

T
 (

La
nd

 R
ec

or
ds

) 
R

P
D

 2
32

63
, p

. 0
50

2,
 M

S
A

_C
E

59
_2

36
07

. D
at

e 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

03
/1

4/
20

11
. P

rin
te

d 
07

/1
0/

20
25

.



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

GLEBE HEIGHTS 
Lots 236 

327 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater, MD 21037 
 

 
            

Critical Area Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 

July, 2025 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The site is 4,000 square feet in the Glebe Heights subdivision, known as Lot 236 located 
at 327 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater, MD 21037. The site is entirely within the Limited 
Development Area (LDA) of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.   
 

 
PROPOSED USE 

 
The site is currently vacant and is being proposed as a single family detached dwelling 
site. The proposed house will be served by private well and public sewer. 
 
 

EXISTING CONDITIONS & WOODLAND MITIGATION 
 
The site is currently vacant and is 100% covered with tree canopy. The site currently has 
4,000 sf of existing canopy with the proposed clearing being 3,640 square feet. The 
clearing is being minimized to only what is needed for construction and due to the LDA 
critical area designation, mitigation will be addressed via payment to an off-site land 
bank.  
 
 

WATER QUALITY & HABITAT IMPACT MINIMIZATION 
 
The site will have stormwater management as required by the County and State codes 
that will be reviewed and approved prior to work commencing. The stormwater 
management will provide the water quality volume as required by code. During 
construction, the entire site will be wrapped in silt fence and a stabilized construction 
entrance will be used to keep all sediment from leaving the site. 
 

IMPERVIOUS CALCULATIONS 
 
The site currently has no impervious area. The site in the developed condition will have a 
lot coverage of 1,500 square feet.  
 

STEEP SLOPES 
 
The entire buildable area of the site is encumbered by steep slopes and will require 
variance approval to be developed under current county codes.  
 
 
 
 





Variance Engineering & Utility Comments 
2025-0165-V 

 327 Arbutus Drive 
Pre-File Variance Requested: Variance to 17-8-201 to allow disturbance to slopes greater than 15% in 
the LDA Critical Area and 17-8-402 to allow 130 extra square feet of lot coverage in the LDA Critical Area. 
 
Comments: 

1. We defer to the Department of Health for a reduced setback of a proposed water well from a 
property line. 

2. A Proposed tree line is missing from the plans. 
3. From the Pre-File Review: Per Geocortex it appears a lateral for the pressure sewer may already 

be existing. This must be located prior to the formal Variance application being made, as it will 
affect the proposed locations of the Public Utility Easement and associated proposed Mayo 
Tank, driveway, and house. There may be a conflict with the existing public storm drain inlet. 
Variance Review: A point-by-point response was not submitted so it is unknown if an existing 
sewer pressure lateral was searched for and/or located, as it is not shown on the current plan.  

4. From the Pre-File: The existing public inlet in the front yard appears to be removed or turned 
off. What is to become of it? Note, no other utilities will be allowed in the sewer utility 
easement without the Department of Public Works’ written authorization per II.E.1.a.6) on page 
VII-9 of 40 of the DPW Design Manual, Chapter VII Sanitary Sewers. A modification may be 
required as part of the written authorization. Variance Review: A point-by-point response was 
not submitted so it is unknown if an existing inlet was searched for and/or located, as it is not 
shown on the current plan. 

5. A portion of the neighbor’s retaining wall is on this property. Show and label the existing 
easement. If there is no easement, what is to be done? 

6. From the Pre-File: Can a portion of this retaining wall be removed to grade the property without 
damaging the adjacent property? What is the legal situation associated with the neighbor’s wall 
on this property, assuming it is supporting the neighbor’s house, driveway, etc. and assuming it 
has most likely been in-place for years? Variance Review: A point-by-point response was not 
submitted so the comment remains. Since this is not clear, the proposed plan may not be viable 
and additional variance may need to be sought. 

7. The development may be detrimental to the Public Health as a house is proposed at the bottom 
of a riprap channel upstream of the only inlet on this side of the street in this area. 

8. The development may impair the appropriate use or development of the surrounding properties 
and the development of this lot if a house is placed at the bottom of a riprap channel upstream 
of the only inlet on this side of the street in the area. 

9. Feasibility of the development must be determined considering the terrain, environmental 
factors, physical characteristics of the prevalent soil strata and its ability to suitably treat the 
proposed storm water runoff and surface groundwater conditions. The swm practice locations 
and existing overland flow (riprap channel) should not require any additional regulatory 
permitting. The proposed development must be compatible with the surrounding community 
and consider downstream properties in design.  

10. Stable conveyance of all runoff/stormwater (upstream and on this lot and applied rain barrel 
effluent) and maintenance of natural flow patterns must be demonstrated.  

11. Ensure the proposed improvement including runoff, seepage, and slope saturation does not 



adversely impact the integrity of the slope and potential impact of slope failure and negatively 
affect the proposed home and/or adjacent homes. 

12. The applicant should evaluate and implement site planning alternatives in accordance with 18-
16-201. 

13. Identify the site outfall to review the site plan and provide feedback regarding potential impact. 
14. All storm drain/stormwater conveyance systems shall be designed so that no building or 

habitable structure, either proposed or existing, is flooded or has water impounded against it 
during the 100-year storm event. 

15. Evaluate and report on the site to ensure any existing or possible proposed downstream 
flooding and flooding on the proposed development including nuisance flooding issues will be 
exacerbated by the proposed development. 

16. Design professionals should review site runoff and potential (negative, adverse) impacts to 
neighboring properties, due to changed grades/elevation/flow paths on a proposed project. 

17. An existing riprap channel is on the property. Show and label the existing easement. If there is 
no easement, what is to be done? Address at Grading Permit. 

18. Note where the topo is from, month, year, and firm. Note if field run, aerial or County. If County 
note what year it is from. Note, the most current County topo is from 2023. Address at Grading 
Permit 

19. A Right-To-Discharge may be required at Grading Permit. 
20. No portion of the walls/retaining walls are permitted within a Public Utility Easement. If the wall 

or it’s foundation/footer along the driveway is in the PUE, it must be removed. Address at 
Grading Permit. 

21. Provide a qualified professional review of the condition of suitability steep slopes; ensure the 
proposed improvement including quality and other limits do not adversely impact the intensity 
of the slope and can cause slope failure. Address at Grading Permit. 

22. Provide soil boring(s) and show any seasonally high-water table elevation(s) since a basement is 
proposed. If the water table is encountered and is higher than the proposed basement floor 
elevation, it might be intercepted by the basement, creating issues for the homeowner, public 
safety and other safety impacts. A Qualified Professional will also be required to perform a 
feasibility of the basement and present potential mitigation options to address the issue. 
Address at Grading Permit. 

23. Building permit(s) are required for the retaining wall(s). 
24. The above is provided as a courtesy review as information for review and consideration 

comments for this variance application. Additional comment will be generated at the Permit 
stages. 

25. The above comments not addressed for this variance hearing/at the hearing and/or pushed to 
the Grading Permit must be addressed in a point-by-point response letter with the initial/next 
submittal of the grading permit. 



Jamileh Soueidan -DNR- <jamileh.soueidan@maryland.gov>

CAC Comments: 2025-0165-V; Schrodel (AA 0239-25)
1 message

Jamileh Soueidan -DNR- <jamileh.soueidan@maryland.gov> Thu, Sep 18, 2025 at 1:19 PM
To: Sadé Medina <pzmedi22@aacounty.org>

Good afternoon,

Our office has reviewed the above-referenced variance request and provide the following comments:

The applicant is requesting to develop a 4,000 square-foot, vested lot located within the Critical Area Limited
Development Area with 1,500 square feet of lot coverage. The development will result in the clearing of 3,640
square feet of vegetation to accommodate the house and associated features. Our office notes that the applicants
are proposing the maximum amount of lot coverage permitted on a grandfathered lot of this size, and that this
office would oppose any future variance request to exceed allowable lot coverage. The Administrative Hearing
Office must find that each and every one of the Critical Area Variance Standards have been met, including that this
proposal meets unwarranted hardship and that it would not adversely affect water quality and wildlife or plant
habitat. If the AHO finds that each and every one of the standards have been addressed, then appropriate
mitigation is required. 

Our comments have been submitted to the County's online portal. 

Sincerely,
Jamileh Soueidan
--

Critical Area Commission for the
Chesapeake & Atlantic Coastal Bays

dnr.maryland.gov/criticalarea

Jamileh Soueidan (she/her)
Natural Resources Planner
1804 West Street, Suite 100
Annapolis, MD 21401
Office: 410-260-3462
Cell: 667-500-4994 (preferred)
jamileh.soueidan@maryland.gov

9/18/25, 1:19 PM State of Maryland Mail - CAC Comments: 2025-0165-V; Schrodel (AA 0239-25)

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=38e68fc723&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r752522750524730675&simpl=msg-a:r45113149720327214… 1/1

http://dnr.maryland.gov/criticalarea
mailto:jamileh.soueidan@maryland.gov
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IN THE OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

CASE NUMBER 2018-0078-V

ANGELIQUE WROTEN

FIRST ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

DATE HEARD: MAY 31, 2018

ORDERED BY:

JONATHAN A. HODGSON
ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OFFICER

PLANNER: JOAN A. JENKINS

DATE FILED: JUNE 6, 2018



PLEADINGS

Angelique Wroten, the applicant, seek a variance (2018-0078-V) to allow a

dwelling that does not comply with the designated location of a principal structure

on a waterfront lot, with less setbacks than required, with disturbance to slopes

15% or greater and to allow mooring pilings with less setbacks than required on

property located at 328 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater, MD 21037.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The hearing notice was posted on the County's website in accordance with

the County Code. The file contains the certification of mailing to community

associations and interested persons. Each person designated in the application as

owning land that is located within 175 feet of the subject property was notified by

mail, sent to the address furnished with the application. Candice Bateman ofDFI

Engineering, submitted the affidavit of Jordan Ortiz indicating that the property

was posted on May 16, 2018 (Applicant's Exhibit 1). Therefore, I find and

conclude that there has been compliance with the notice requirements.

THE HEAMNG

A hearing was held on May 31, 2018, in which witnesses were sworn and

the following evidence was presented with regard to the proposed variance

requested by the applicants.

THE PROPERTY

The applicants own the subject property which has 40 feet of frontage on

the northeast side of Arbutus Drive, 635 feet northwest of Beach Drive,



Edgewater. The subject property is identified as Lot 22 of Parcel 134 in Block 20

on Tax Map 56 in the Glebe Heights subdivision. The property comprises 6, 173

square feet and is zoned R2-Residential District. This waterfront lot on Glebe

Creek is designated in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area as limited development

area (LDA) and is also mapped in a buffer modification area (BMA). The

property is currently improved with a driveway and a shed that straddles the lot

line with Lot 23, and is to be removed.

THE PROPOSAL

The proposal is to construct a new dwelling with a 3-story waterfront deck,

driveway, well. Step and Gravity Tank system, and a pier with two pilings for a

boatlift.

THE ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY CODE

§ 18-2-402(1) stipulates that the location of a principal structure on a

waterfront lot is based on an approximate average of the location of principal

strictures on abutting lots intended to keep structures relatively in line with one

another. There is no dwelling on the lot to the west; however, the proposed

dwelling and deck project further forward than the facade of the dwelling on the

abutting lot to the east necessitating a variance to this provision.

§ 18-4-601 requires a principal stmcture in an R2 district be setback 25 feet

from the rear lot line. The applicant proposes to constmct a dwelling 23. 1 feet

from the rear lot line requiring a variance of two feet to the 2 5-foot rear lot line

setback requirement.



§ 17-8-201 (a) states that development in the LDA designated areas may not

occur on slopes of 1 5% or greater unless development will facilitate stabilization

of the slope, is necessary to allow connection to a public utility, or is to provide

direct access to the shoreline. All disturbance shall be limited to the minimum

necessary. The proposed improvements will disturb 822 square feet of steep

slopes.

§ 18-2-404(b) requires that a private pier or mooring piling shall be setback

a minimum 15 feet from the extended property lines. The proposed boatlift pilings

are located as close as three feet from the eastern property line extended requiring

variances of 12 feet to the 15-foot setback requirement for both pilings.

THE HEARING RECORD

Recommendation of the Office of Planning and Zoning (OPZ)

Joan A. Jenkins, a zoning analyst with the OPZ, testified that:

. The subject property is roughly rectangular-shaped. The lot does not meet the

minimum width requirement (40 feet provided, 80 feet required) for a lot in the

R2 district and is grossly undersized in area (6, 173 square feet provided,

20, 000 square feet required) for a lot not served by public sewer in the R2

district. Development of the site is constrained by the narrowness and small

size of the property making compliance with the code difficult without

vanances.

. The existing critical area lot coverage is 319 square feet. With removal of the

existing lot coverage and the addition of 1,606 square feet for construction of

the proposed improvements, the post-construction lot coverage will be 1, 606



square feet, which is well below the 2,043 square feet allowed under § 17-8-

402 (b) of the Code.

A review of the 2016 County aerial photograph shows an eclectic mix of

dwellings in this older waterfront community. Homes nearby on the waterfront

were built as early as 1930 and as late as 1978 all prior to critical area laws

going into effect. Waterfront decks and piers are common amenities on

waterfront homes.

The applicants' letter of explanation indicates that the proposed dwelling is of

modest size for the neighborhood and is seemingly in line with the adjacent

homes. The letter states that the adjacent home on Lot 23 is located close to

the roadway and would likely be closer to the water if it were reconstructed.

The letter also states that the proposal is currently shown to provide the

appropriate setbacks to the new Mayo system. In addressing the steep slopes,

the letter explains that the entire frontage along the roadway is encumbered by

15% slopes or greater and the site cannot be accessed without disturbing the

steep slopes. Regarding the rear setback variance request, the applicant writes

that the lessened setback allows the proposed home to be move further from

the shoreline but still allow for sufficient area for the Step and Gravity Septic

tank. As for the boatlift pilings, the letter explains that due to the narrow width

of the lot (40 feet) there is not sufficient area to provide mooring piles and that

these piles will not have a negative impact on the adjacent piers or access to

their slips/piers.

The Critical Area Commission had no comment, but stated that appropriate

mitigation should be provided.

The Development Division (Critical Area Team) commented that the site

contains a small area of steep slopes directly adjacent to Arbutus Drive, from

which the site derives access. Disturbance to slopes is necessary to allow for

any development of the lot. Minimization of the proposed slope disturbance is

not possible due to the location of required utilities and site access.



The Soil Conservation District had no comment on the variance request and

will provide comments during the sediment control review.

The Department of Inspections and Permits (Engineering Division) commented

that the subject application meets the requirements of a complete stonnwater

preliminary plan. To avoid the Mayo tank easement the proposed drive should

be off-set from the garage with the minimum taper. A modification to

excessive driveway slope is required. The site will be served by individual

private water well and public Mayo tank sewer service. Currently the plan

shows the adjacent existing connection to be reestablished in the future. The

reconnection must be done first and will require a separate PWA. While the

proposed stormwater practice meets the environmentally sensitive design

criteria, the clearing is excessive and an alternate practice is recommended and

should be explored.

The Health Department has reviewed the well water supply systems for the

referenced property and has determined that the proposed request adversely

affects the well water supply system. The Health Department recommends

denial of the above referenced request. The proposed Mayo Tank does not

meet the required setback to the neighboring well on Lot 23.

OPZ received an email from a neighbor at 332 Arbutus Drive who has

concerns over the shared Mayo Tank. He writes that when the grinder line is

removed it will cut off sewer service to his house, that the application does not

properly show the full permanent easement area for maintenance of the grinder

pump and line, that the variance application violates a sharing agreement

between the owners of 330 Arbutus (Wroten) and 332 Arbutus, and that a prior

proposal to build a house on Lot 23 requiring a variance was not approved in

part because of issues with the Mayo tank.

Regarding the variance request for development on steep slopes, for the

granting of a critical area variance, a determination must be made as to whether

because of certain unique physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the



property, strict implementation of the County's critical area program would

result in an unwarranted hardship. In this case, this lot is encumbered by steep

slopes and the proposal is development of an existing residential lot.

A literal interpretation of the County's critical area program will deprive the

applicant of rights that are commonly enjoyed by other properties in similar

areas within the critical area of the County by denying them the right to

develop an existing residential lot with an allowed use.

The granting of the variances will not confer on the applicant special privileges

that would be denied by COMAR, Title 27.

The variances requested are not based on conditions or circumstances that are

the result of actions by the applicant and does not arise from any condition

relating to land or building use on any neighboring property.

The granting of the variances will not adversely affect water quality or impact

fish, wildlife or plant habitat and will be in harmony with the general spirit and

intent of the County's critical area program.

The applicant has overcome the presumption that the specific development

does not conform to the general puqiose and intent of the critical area law and

has evaluated and implemented site planning alternatives.

Regarding all of the requests, the granting of the variances requested will not

alter the essential character of the neighborhood as other properties have been

developed with dwellings and piers with mooring pilings.

Approval of the variances will not substantially impair the appropriate use or

development of adjacent property, as the proposed development for the

dwelling will meet the minimum required setbacks from the side lot lines and

will be located well away from the dwellings on the abutting lots.

The location of the proposed pilings will not affect the adjacent waterfront

since the lot to the east is already developed with a pier.



. Approval of the variances requested will not reduce forest cover in the limited

development area with appropriate mitigation, but may be conti-ary to

acceptable clearing and replanting practices.

. Approval of the requests will not be detrimental to the public welfare.

. The variances requested are considered to be the minimum necessary to afford

relief in this case as the requests appear to be consistent with other properties

in the neighborhood that were established before the critical area laws went

into effect.

. Based upon the standards set forth under §18-16-305 by which a variance may

be granted, OPZ recommends approval of the requested variances.

Testimony and Exhibits

Angelique Wroten was assisted at the hearing by Candice Bateman from

DFI, Inc. They testified that the requested variances represent the minimum

necessary to afford relief and allow a residence to be constructed on the subject

property. The site cannot be developed without variances.

William Wroten, 3325 Glebe Drive, Edgewater, spoke in favor of the

variance application.

William Keefe, 332 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater, (owns Lots 24 and 25)

appeared to express concerns regarding the proposed development and how those

plans might affect his property rights as owner of lot. His comments generated a

helpful discussion that, I believe, addressed his concerns regarding sewer service

to his property and easements related to that sewer arrangement. It also appeared

that Mr. Keefe was uncertain what a property owner has once a variance is



approved. I explained that the property owner must still obtain grading and

building permits from the County's Inspections and Permits.

A letter by Mr. Keefe was admitted into the record as County Exhibit 7.

There was no other testimony taken or exhibits received in the matter. The

Hearing Officer did not visit the property.

County Requirements for Critical Area Variances

§ 18-16-305(b) sets forth six separate requirements (in this case) that must

be met for a variance to be issued for property in the critical area. They are (1)

whether a denial of the requested variance would constitute an unwarranted

hardship, (2) whether a denial of the requested variance would deprive the

applicants of rights commonly enjoyed by other property owners, (3) whether

granting the variance would confer a special privilege on the applicants, (4)

whether the application arises from actions of the applicants, or from conditions or

use on neighboring properties, (5) whether granting the application would not

adversely affect the environment and be in harmony with the critical area program,

and (6) whether the applicants have overcome the presumption in Natural

Resources Article, § 8-1808(d)(2)(ii), of the State law that the variance request

should be denied.

Provided that the applicants meet the above requirements, a variance may

not be granted unless six additional factors are found: (1) the variance is the

minimum variance necessary to afford relief; (2) the granting of the variance will

not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or district in which the lot is



located; (3) the variance will not substantially impair the appropriate use or

development of adjacent property; (4) the variance will not reduce forest cover in

the limited development and resource conservation areas of the critical area; (5)

the variance will not be contrary to acceptable clearing and replanting practices

required for development in the critical area; or (6) the variance will not be

detrimental to the public welfare.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION

Upon review of the facts and circumstances, I find, based upon the

evidence, that the applicants are entitled to relief from the Code. The evidence

shows that, because of the unique physical constraints of the subject property, the

applicants cannot develop the property without the requested variances. Since the

evidence shows that the property is grandfathered and is a legal lot, some relief is

necessary. I find that the applicant has satisfied each of the elements found in

§ 18-16-305(b) and I will grant the requested variances.

There was nothing to suggest that the granting of the critical area and

zoning variances would alter the essential character of the neighborhood,

substantially impair the appropriate use or development of adjacent property,

reduce forest cover in the limited development and resource conservation areas of

the critical area, or cause a detriment to the public welfare. Moreover, I find that

the critical area and zoning variances requested represents the minimum relief.



ORDER

PURSUANT to the application ofAngelique Wroten, petitioning for a

variance to allow a dwelling that does not comply with the designated location of a

principal stiiicture on a waterfront lot, with less setbacks than required, with

dishirbance to slopes 15% or greater and to allow mooring pilings with less

setbacks than required;

PURSUANT to the notice, posting of the property, and public hearing and

in accordance with the provisions of law, it is this 6th day of June, 2018,

ORDERED, by the Administi-ative Hearing Officer ofAnne Amndel

County, that the applicants are granted the following variances in accordance with

County Exhibit 2:

1. A critical area variance to § 17-8-201 (a) to allow 822 square feet of

disturbance to steep slopes, with the actual amount of disturbance to be

determined at permitting; and

2. A zoning variance to the requirement of § 1 8-2-402(1) to allow a dwelling

that does not comply with the designated location of a principal structure on

a waterfront lot, and

3. A zoning variance of two (2) feet to the 25-foot rear lot line setback

requirement of § 18-4-601 to allow the dwelling to be located 23 feet from

the rear lot line; and

4. A zoning variance of three (3) feet to the 15-foot extended lot line setback

requirement § 18-2-404(b) to allow two mooring pilings to be constructed

12 feet from the south side property line extended.

10



The foregoing variance is subject to the condition that the applicant shall

comply with any instmctions and necessary approvals from the Office of Planning

and Zoning, the Department of Inspections and Permits, the Department of Health,

and/or the Critical Area Commission.

This Order does not constitute a building permit. In order for the applicants

to construct the structures permitted in this decision, they must apply for and

obtain the necessary building permits, along with any other approvals required to

perform the work described herein.

Furthermore, County Exhibit 2, referenced in this decision, is incorporated

herein as if fully set forth and made a part of this Order. The proposed

improvements shown on County Exhibit 2 shall be constmcted on the subject

property in the locations shown therein. The decision and order shall not prohibit

the applicant from making minor changes to the facilities as presently shown on

County Exhibit 2 to adjust for changes made necessary by comments or

requirements that arise during plan review or construction, provided those minor

changes do not exceed the variances granted herein. The reasonableness of any

such change shall be determined by the Office of Planning and Zoning.

Administrative Hearing Officer
NOTICE TO APPLICANT

Within thirty days from the date of this Decision, any person, firm,
coqioration, or governmental agency having an interest in this Decision and

11



aggrieved thereby may file a Notice of Appeal with the County Board of Appeals
within thirty (30) days from the date of this Decision. A permit for the activity
that was the subject of this variance application will not be issued until the
appeal period has elapsed.

Further, § 18-16-405(a) provides that a variance or special exception that is
not extended or tolled expires by operation of law unless the applicant within 18
months of the granting of the variance or special exception (1) obtains a building
permit or (2) files an application for subdivision. Thereafter, the variance or
special exception shall not expire so long as (1) construction proceeds in
accordance with the pennit or (2) a record plat is recorded among the land records
pursuant to the application for subdivision, the applicant obtains a building permit
within one year after recordation of the plat, and constinction proceeds in
accordance with the permit.

If this case is not appealed, exhibits must be claimed within 60 days of the
date of this Order, otherwise they will be discarded.

12
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIOF?^TE1
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND

CO. EXHIBIT#: f
CASE: 2018-0078-V

5/31/18

APPLICANT: Angelique Wroten

CASE NUMBER: 2018-0078-V

HEARING DATE: May 31, 2018

REQUEST

ASSESSMENT DISTRICT: 1st

COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT: 7th

PREPARED BY: Joan A. Jenkins
Planner II

The applicant is requesting Variances to allow a dwelling that that does not comply with the
designated location of a principal structure on a waterfiront lot, with less setbacks than required,
with disturbance to slopes 15% or greater and to allow mooring pilings with less setbacks than
required on property located at 328 Arbutus Drive in Edgewater.

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SITE

The subject site consists of 6, 173 square feet of land and is located with 40 feet of road frontage
on the northeast side of Arbutus Drive, 635 feet northwest of Beach Drive. The subject property
is identified as Lot 22 of Parcel 134 in Block 20 on Tax Map 56 in the Glebe Heights
subdivision.

The property has been zoned R2 - Residential District since the adoption of comprehensive
rezoning of the Seventh Councilmanic District zoning maps effective October 7, 201 1,

This waterfront property located on Glebe Creek lies entirely within the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area, is designated LDA - Limited Development Area, and is mapped in a buffer modification
area.

The site is currently improved with a driveway and a shed that straddles the lot line with Lot 23.
and is to be removed.

APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL

The applicant wishes to construct a new dwelling with a 3-story waterfront deck, driveway, well,
Step and Gravity Tank system, and a pier with two pilings for a boatlift.

REQUESTED VARIANCES

§ 18-2-402 (1) of the Anne Arundel Code stipulates that the location of a principal structure on a
waterfront lot is based on an approximate average of the location of principal structures on



2018-0078-V

abutting lots intended to keep structures relatively in line with one another. There is no dwelling
on the lot to the west; however, the proposed dwelling and deck project further forward than the
facade of the dwelling on the abutting lot to the east necessitating a variance to this provision.

§18-4-601 of the Anne Arundel County Zoning Ordinance requires a principal structure in an R2
- Residential District be setback 25 feet from the rear lot line. The applicant proposes to
construct a dwelling 23. 1 feet from the rear lot line requiring a variance of two feet to the 25-foot
rear lot line setback requirement.

§ 17-8-201 (a) oftheAnne Arundel Subdivision and Development Code states that development
in the LDA and RCA designated areas may not occur on slopes of 15% or greater unless
development will facilitate stabilization of the slope, is necessary to allow connection to a public
utility, or is to provide direct access to the shoreline. All disturbance shall be limited to the
minimum necessary. The proposed improvements will disturb 822 square feet of steep slopes.

§ 18-2-404 (b) of the Ame Arundel County Zoning Ordinance requires that a private pier or
mooring piling shall be setback a minimum 15 feet from the extended property lines. The
proposed boat lift pilings are located as close as three feet from the eastern property line extended
requiring Variances of 12 feet to the 15-foot setback requirement for both pilings.

FINDINGS

The subject property is roughly rectangular-shaped. The lot does not meet the minimum width
requirement (40 feet provided, 80 feet required) for a lot in the R2 District and is grossly
undersized in area (6, 173 square feet provided, 20,000 square feet required) for a Fot not served
by public sewer in the R2 District. Development of the site is constrained by the narrowness and
small size of the property making compliance with the Code difficult without Variances.

The existing critical area lot coverage is 319 square feet. With removal of the existing lot
coverage and the addition of 1,606 square feet for construction of the proposed improvements,
thepost-construction lot coverage will be 1,606 square feet, which is well below the 2,043 square
feet allowed under § 17-8-402 (b) of the Code.

A review of the 2016 County aerial photograph shows an eclectic mix of dwellings in this older
waterfront coinmunity. Homes nearby on the waterfront were built as early as 1930 and as late as
1978 all prior to Critical Area laws going into effect. 1 Waterfront decks and piers are common
amenities on waterfront homes.

The applicants' letter of explanation indicates that the proposed dwelling is of modest size for the
neighborhood and is seemingly in line with the adjacent homes. The letter states that the adjacent
home on lot 23 is located close to the roadway and would likely be closer to the water if it were
reconstructed. The letter also states that the proposal is currently shown to provide the
appropriate setbacks to the new Mayo system. In addressing the steep slopes, the letter explains

Lot 18 c. 1930, Lot 19 1978, Lot 23 c. 1940, Lot 24 1965, Lot 26 c. 1940
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that the entire frontage along the roadway is encumbered by 15% slopes or greater and the site
cannot be accessed without disturbing the steep slopes. Regarding the rear setback Variance
request the applicant writes that the lessened setback allows the proposed home to be move
further from the shoreline but still allow for sufficient area for the Step and Gravity Septic tank.
As for the boat lift pilings, the letter explains that due to the narrow width of the lot (40') there is
not sufficient area to provide mooring piles and that these piles will not have a negative impact
on the adjacent piers or access to their slips/piers.

The State of Maryland Critical Area Commission had no comment, but stated that appropriate
mitigation should be provided.

The Development Division (Critical Area Team) commented that the site contains a small area
of steep slopes directly adjacent to Arbutus Drive, from which the site derives access.
Disturbance to slopes is necessary to allow for any development of the lot. Minimization of the
proposed slope disturbance is not possible due to the location of required utilities and site access.

The SoU Conservation District had no comment on the Variance request and will provide
comments during the sediment control review.

The Department of Inspections and Permits (Engineering Division) commented that the
subject application does meet the requirements of a complete storm water preliminary plan. To
avoid the Mayo tank easement the proposed drive should be off-set from the garage with the
minimum taper. A modification to excessive driveway slope is required. The site will be served
by individual private water well and public Mayo tank sewer service. Currently the plan shows
the adjacent existing connection to be reestablished in the future. The reconnection must be done
first and will require a separate PWA. While the proposed storm water practice meets the
environmentally sensitive design criteria, the clearing is excessive and an alternate practice is
recommended and should be explored.

The Health Department has reviewed the well water supply systems for the referenced property
and has detennined that the proposed request adversely affects the well water supply system. The
Health Department recommends denial of the above referenced request. The proposed Mayo
Tank does not meet the required setback to the neighboring well on lot 23.

This Office received an email from a neighbor at 332 Arbutus Drive who has concerns over the
shared Mayo Tank. He writes that when the grinder line is removed it will cut off sewer service
to his house, that the application does not properly show the full permanent easement area for
maintenance of the grinder pump and line, that the variance application violates a sharing
agreement between the owners of 330 Arbutus (Wroten) and 332 Arbutus, and that a prior
proposal to build a house on lot 23 requiring a variance was not approved in part because of
issues with the Mayo tank.

Regarding the Variance request for development on steep slopes, for the granting of a critical

Variance case 2017-0297-V for a new dwelling with new lot coverage closer to the shoreline than the existing
principal structure and less setbacks than required was withdrawn by the applicant.
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area variance, a detemiination must be made as to whether because of certain unique physical
conditions peculiar to and inherent in the property, strict implementation of the County's critical
area program would result in an unwarranted hardship. In this case, this lot is encumbered by
steep slopes and the proposal is development of an existing residential lot.

A literal interpretation of the County's critical area program will deprive the applicant of rights
that are commonly enjoyed by other properties in similar areas within the critical area of the
County by denying them the right to develop an existing residential lot with an allowed use. The
granting of the variance will not confer on the applicant special privileges that would be denied
by COMAR, Title 27. The variance request is not based on conditions or circumstances that are
the result of actions by the applicant and does not arise from any condition relating to land or
building use on any neighboring property. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect
water quality or impact fish, wildlife or plant habitat and will be in harmony with the general
spirit and intent of the County's critical area program. The applicant has overcome the
presumption that the specific development does not conform to the general purpose and intent of
the critical area law and has evaluated and implemented site planning alternatives.

Regarding all of the requests, the granting of the Variance requests will not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood as other properties have been developed with dwellings and piers
with mooring pilings. Approval of the Variances will not substantially impair the appropriate use
or development of adjacent property, as the proposed development for the dwelling will meet the
minimum required setbacks from the side lot lines and will be located well away from the
dwellings on the abutting lots. The location of the proposed pilings will not affect the adjacent
waterfront since the lot to the east is already developed with a pier. Approval of the Variance
requests will not reduce forest cover in the limited development area with appropriate mitigation,
but may be contrary to acceptable clearing and replanting practices. Approval of the requests will
not be detrimental to the public welfare.

The Variance requests are considered to be the minimum necessary to afford relief in this case as
the requests appear to be consistent with other properties in the neighborhood that were
established before the Critical Area laws went into effect.

RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the standards set forth under § 18-16-305 of the County Code by which a variance
may be granted, this Office recommends approval of a zoning Variance to §18-4-601 of two feet
to the 25-foot rear lot line setback requirement for the dwelling to be located 23. 1 feet from the
rear lot line, approval of a zoning variance to § 18-2-402(1) to allow a dwelling that does not
comply with the designated location of a principal stmcture on a waterfront lot, and approval of a
critical area Variance to § 17-8-201 (a) to allow 822 square feet of disturbance to steep slopes,
actual disturbance to be detennined at permitting, as shown on the site plan. Should the Hearing
Officer approve the above Variance requests for the dwelling, this Office also recommends
approval of a zoning Variance of 3 feet to the 15-foot setback requirement to allow two mooring
pilings to be located 12 feet from the south side property line extended as shown on the site plan.
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DISCLAIMER: This recommendation does not constitute a building permit. In order for the applicant(s) to
construct the structure(s) as proposed, the applicants) shall apply for and obtain the necessary building pemrits and
obtain any other approvals required to perform the work described herein. This includes but is not limited to
verifying the legal status of the lot, resolving adequacy of public facilities, and demonstrating compliance with
environmental site design criteria.

_/__^j
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CASE #~3cZS
FEE PAID ^
DATE .3

- c^
M.
^^/l

I

A.

s'

M~A R Y L AND

VARIANCE APPLICATION

ZONE

200 MAP
^'^-

CRITICAL AREA:
IDA LDA

ALEX

1000 MAP

RCA

Applicant:
^A . y^^\

Angelique Wroten
(All persons having 10% or more interest in property)

Property Address: _328 Arbutus Drive, Edgewater MD, 21037

Property Location: 40

Arbutus Drive

(N, sff-W) of

^^
feet of frontage on the (N,s,E,w) side of

street, road, lane, etc. ; 635 feet

Beach Drive

Tax Account Number

Waterfront Lot Yes

street, road, lane, etc. (nearest intersecting street).

1321-9024-8830 Tax District 1st Council District 7th

Comer Lot No Deed Title Reference 31280/98

Zoning of Proeprty R-2 Lot # 22 Tax Map 56 Block 20 Parcel 134

Area (sq. ft. or acres) 6, 173 Sf. Subdivision Name Glebe Heights

Description of Proposed Variance Requested (Explain in sufficient detail including distances from
property lines, heights, of structures, size of structures, use, etc. ) Article 18-2402(1) permit a primary stmcture
with less average front yard setback than required. Article 17-8-201, to permit disturbance to Steep Slopes of 15% or
greater in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (LDA and Buffer Modified) and to pennit a primary structure with less

setback than required in an R-2 zoning district (Article 18-4-601), and to Article 18-2-404 (b) to permit a pier or
mooring piles with less setback than required.

The applicant hereby certifies that he or she has a financial, contractual, or proprietary interest equal to or in
excess of 10 percent of the property; that he or she is authorized to make this application; that the information
shown on this ̂ppfl^ation is correct; and that he or she will comply with^ati-apRlicable regulations of Anne
Arundel County, Ma/^land.

Applic^l^^Signatui
Angelique Wroten

OwnefsS^iature
Angelique Wroten

Print Name

3293 Mulberry St
Street Number, Street, PO Box

EdgewaterMD, 21037

City, State, Zip
301-440-1434

Print Name

3293 Mulberry St
Street Number, Street, PO Box

EdgewaterMD, 21037

City, State, Zip
301-440-1434

Home Phone Work Phone Home Phone Work Phone

DESCRIPTION

VARIANCE To ALLOW A DWELUNG THAT DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE DESIGNATED
LOCATION OF A PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE ON A WATERFRONT LOT, WITH LESS'SET-' '
BA.C!<.STHAN REQUIRED' WITH DISTURBANCE TO SLOPES 15% OR GREATER AND TO
ALLOW MOORING PILINGS WITH LESS SETBACKS THAN REQUIRED
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	2025-0165-V Engr & Utility Review #01 2025-09-04.pdf
	9. Feasibility of the development must be determined considering the terrain, environmental factors, physical characteristics of the prevalent soil strata and its ability to suitably treat the proposed storm water runoff and surface groundwater condit...
	10. Stable conveyance of all runoff/stormwater (upstream and on this lot and applied rain barrel effluent) and maintenance of natural flow patterns must be demonstrated.
	11. Ensure the proposed improvement including runoff, seepage, and slope saturation does not adversely impact the integrity of the slope and potential impact of slope failure and negatively affect the proposed home and/or adjacent homes.
	12. The applicant should evaluate and implement site planning alternatives in accordance with 18-16-201.




